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A. List of parties that have expressed interest:

1. DPK Consulting

at: Claire Torchia

605 Market Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94105

Tel: 415-495-7772

Fax: 415-495-6017

e-mail: ctorchia@dpkconsulting.com

2. St. John’s University School of Law

att.: Prof. Robert M. Zinman, Director, LLM in Bankruptcy

Tel: 718-990-6646

Fax: 718-990-2199

e-mail: [Im@stjohns.edu

att: Samuel J. Gerdano, Executive Director of the Am. Bankruptcy Inst.
44 Canal Center Plaza, Suite 404

Alexandria, VA 22314-1592

Tel: 703-739-0800

Fax: 703-739-1060

e-mail: info@abiworld.org

3. International Management and M arketing Associates
att: Caroline Krawiec Brownstone, President

870 Market Street, Suite 1145

San Francisco, CA 94102-2906

Tel: 415-837-0160

Fax: 415-837-0434

e-mail: CBrownstone@immaltd.com

4. Attorney at Law

at: Bernard M. Plaia

5416 Rebecca Boulevard
Kenner, Louisiana 70065

Td: 504-455-8978

Fax: 504-454-3105

e-mail: benplaia@hotmail.com

5.CPS, Inc.

att: Chris Ecklund, President

175 Hunter Street East, Suite 605
Hamilton, Ontario

L8N 4E7

Td: 905-517-9940

Canada

E-mail: bigeck@istar.ca

6. Chemonics I nter national
at: Catherine Burke

1133 20" Street, NW Suite 600
Washington, DC 200369

Td: 202-955-7554

Fax: 202-955-3400

e-mail: cburke@chemonics.net

7. National Center for State Courts

at: Richard Van Duizend, Executive Director
2425 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 350

Arlington, VA 22201

Tel: 800-797-2545



Fax: 703-841-0206
e-mail:

8. Downey Data

att: Mark Downey

P.O. Drawer SS

McLean, VA 22101-0729

Tel: 703-790-9433

e-mail: downeydata@netzeor.net

9. Abt Associates Inc.

att: Sharon Christenson, Manager

55 Wheeler Street

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138-1168
Td: 617-492-7100

Fax: 617-520-2967

e-mail: Sharon_Christenson@abtassoc.com

10. Price Water house Coopers

Att: RitalLoza, Marketing Specialist
1616 N Fort Meyer Drive

Arlington, VA 22209

Tel: 703-741-1000

Fax: 703-456-8590

e-mail: rita.eloza@us.pwcglobal.com

11. Institute of Public Administration at NYU
att: Patric Sommerville

411 Lafayette Street, 3" Floor

New York, NY 10003

Tel: 212-992-9895

Fax:212-995-4876

e-mail: patric.sommerville@nyu.edu

12. East-West Management I nstitute, Inc.
att: Adrian Hewryk, President

575 Madison Avenue, 25" Floor

New York, NY 10022

Tel: 212-843-7660

Fax: 212-843-1485

e-mail: ahewryk@ewmi.org

13. Kenyon International, LLC

att: Kurt Kenyon, Business Development and Financial Project Manager
7800

IH-10 West, Suite 105

The Lincoln Center

San Antonio, Texas 78230, USA

Tel: 210-342-6450

Fax: 210-342-9503

e-mail: kurt@kenyongroup.com

14. Bankworld Inc.

att: Wendy Kabele, Marketing Mngr
8500 L eesburg Pike

Vienna, VA 22182

Tel: 703-749-5300

Fax: 703-749-5305

e-mail: wkabele@bankworldinc.com

15. NIS Communications & Computers
att: Nathan Codgell, Director- Business Dev.
e-mail: ncogdell @niscomputers.com

16. Financial Markets I nternational, I nc.
att: Anthony J. McMahon

7735 Old Georgetown Rd., Suite 310
Bethesda, MD 20814



Tel: 301-215-7840
Fax: 301-215-7838
e-mail: tmcmahon@fmi-inc.net

17. Development Associates, Inc.
att: Judy S. Annis

1730 North Lynn Str.

Arlington, VA 22209-2023

Tel: 703-276-0677

Fax: 703-276-0432

e-mail: jannis@devassocl.com

18. ARD, Inc.

att: Ed Harvey, Project Manager &

Bradford P. Johnson, Snr. Associate/Rule of Law
1601 North Kent St. Suite 800

Arlington, VA 22209

Tel: 703-807-5700

Fax: 703-807-0889

e-mail: EHARVEY @ardinc.com
bjohnson@ardinc.com

19. Owens, Clary & Aiken, LLP
att: Robert J. Clary

1717 Main Street

Dallas, Texas 75201

Tel: 214-698-2102

Fax: 214-698-2121

e-mail: rjclary@flash.net

20. The Services Group, Inc.

att: Delila Khaed, Business Development Manager
Tel: 703-465-5878 — direct

Tel: 703-522-7444 —main

Fax: 703-522-2329

e-mail: dkhaled@TSGNC.com

21. Management Sciences for Development, Inc.
att: Michael Steiger

4455 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite A-100
Washigton, DC 20008

Tel: 202-537-7410

Fax: 202-537-5099

e-mail: msteiger@msdglobal.com

B. Technica and Business Clarifications

1. The expectation is that the contractor will work in just six pilot courts (two per Appellate area). We expect the contractor to work with six
basic courts, two per Appellate Area. We have not specifically identified which, except for Skopje Appellate Area: either Basic Court Skopje |
or Basic Court Skopje Il. Given the size of Macedonia, the choice will have no significant cost implications. The $2.4 million referred to in
Section L.9.e. isonly the budget allowance for court automation and facilities improvement, specifically the amount which contractors should
budget for the acquisition/installation of computer hardware, software and facility renovation as described in the section starting in the ninth
paragraph C.4.11.2, which isentitled "Court Automation and Facilities Improvement”. Since the costs of computerization and facilities work
cannot be determined until further needs assessments and automation plans are completed, this $2.4 million budget allowance has been
established for these items. This budget alowance does not include the costs of other goods and services which may be required to carry out the
legal structure and practices component and the court administration and management component of the project and proposers should ensure that
those costs are included in their cost proposals.

2. The expectation isthat, based on its work in the pilot basic courts, standards will be developed that have system-wide application. The
contractor will not be required to work outside of the pilot courts, athough consultation with and the involvement of basic court judges from
outside of the pilot courts may be necessary in order to develop valid and appropriate basic court standards.

3. Ministry of Justice computerization plan is currently on hold. The Ministry did do needs assessment by sending a questionnaire to each court,
but they (MQJ) were reluctant to make it available to us. We don’t know how good the assessment was and whether it has much usefulness for
our project. The Ministry’s concept was a central system-workstation approach, and they were not interested in a PC-based system. For that
reason the assessment done by the MQJ, could be hardly of any use to us, and it would aso be out of date. The MOJwork to date should not
affect the contractor’s ability to assess and plan individual court needs.



4. Inthe past, some training sessions at Center for Continuing Education (CCE) have also been attended by legal professionals other than judges
(typicaly prosecutors), where the subject is appropriate for both, and that is expected to continue. CCE has aso trained court administrative
personnel and, on occasion, lawyers. The Contractor will not carry out training designed specifically or primarily for prosecutors or police.

5. The pilot on-site training program is not limited to the courts selected for the case management improvement program. In fact, it may be
desirable that other basic courts participate in this program, if that makes sense. The primary objective of this effort is to demonstrate the
feasibility and usefulness of doing on-site training, so the number of trainees and participating courts should be determined by the Contractor
based on what is required to determine the value and usefulness of this training modality.

6. Proposers should plan to provide al office space necessary to carry out their work. There are cases with similar USAID projectsin other
countries where the court(s) have supplied office space at the court and some of the courts in Macedonia may agree to do this, but at the moment
we cannot be sure that they will do that. So, the Contractor should plan to provide adequate office space for al of its staff.

7. The 4000 person days of training figure is intended simply to indicate the anticipated amount of training time to be provided to participants
and does not relate to the amount of time that various contractor employees/consultants/subcontractors may have to spend in planning, preparing
for, conducting and evaluating the training provided. The 4,000 person days are therefore not included in the F.7 “Workdays of Service” to be
provided by the Contractor. The 4,000 person days figure is only the amount of training days to be provided, and not a measure of labor costs or
other training expenses. The contractor should calculate estimated costs, both direct and indirect, labor and materials, of providing this amount of
instruction and include such costsin its proposal.

8. The U.S. Government estimate for this contract will not be provided.
9. Anédectronic proposal submitted in accordance with RFP instructions need not be followed by original signature copies.

10. Regarding F.6 Progress Reporting Requirements, information on the time and content parameters for the Dissemination Strategy (section D)
are not available at thistime.



